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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

David E. Crawford appeals from the district court's orders denying
his motion filed pursuant to 28 U.S.C.A. § 2255 (West 1994 & Supp.
1998), and his motion for reconsideration. We deny Crawford's
motion for a certificate of appealability asto all claims other than
Crawford's claim of ineffective assistance of counsel for failureto file
an appeal, and dismiss those claims on the reasoning of the district
court that the evidence does not support Crawford's claims for relief.
United Statesv. Crawford, Nos. CR-93-11; CA-97-3-4-V (W.D.N.C.
July 2, 1997).

A defense attorney's failure to comply with his client's request to

file an appeal congtitutes per se ineffective assistance of counsel. See
United Statesv. Peak, 992 F.2d 39, 42 (4th Cir. 1993). Furthermore,
adistrict court may not credit an attorney's affidavit over a petition-
er's verified papers without conducting an evidentiary hearing. See
Williams v. Griffin, 952 F.2d 820, 823 (4th Cir. 1991). Accordingly,
we grant Crawford's motion for a certificate of appealability asto the
limited claim of ineffective assistance of counsel based on counsel's
alleged failureto file an appeal after being asked to do so, vacatein
part as to that claim, and remand that claim to the district court for
an evidentiary hearing. We deny Crawford's motion to amend his
informal brief.

We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal conten-
tions are adequately presented in the materials before the court and
argument would not aid the decisional process.
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